On the 29 th of June 2005 the Finnish government published the Helsinki Group Report, under the programmatic title 'Mobilising Political Will'. The report marks the first peak of the Helsinki Process on Globalisation and Democracy launched by the Finnish and Tanzanian governments in 2002. The two governments have an ambitious goal, comparing their initiative to the first Helsinki process in the 1970s, which at the time contributed to the resolution of the conflict between East and West. Now they hope the "2 nd Helsinki Process" will help bridge the gap between North and South and "bring more democracy into international relations". Contrary to the first process the second one does not only represent an intergovernmental initiative. The title page of the Helsinki Report declares that "xézêçÄäÉãë=çÑ=~=íêìäó=ÖäçÄ~ä=å~íìêÉ= Å~ååçí= ÄÉ= ëçäîÉÇ= Äó= ëí~íÉë=~äçåÉ= Ó= ëçäîáåÖ= íÜÉã= êÉèìáêÉë= Öç~äJçêáÉåíÉÇ= ÅççéÉê~íáçå= ÄÉíïÉÉå=~ää= ëí~âÉJ ÜçäÇÉêëÒK=Consequently the Helsinki Process takes a multi-stakeholder approach and involves a number of civil society and business representatives.
The group's report was deliberately released a few days before the G8 summit in Gleneagles, Scotland, and was intended to influence discussions there as well as at the UN Millennium+5 summit in September 2005. It also forms the basis of the 2 nd international conference of the Helsinki Process, which will take place in the Finnish capital from the 7 th to the 9 th of September. However, the report's remit extends beyond what is politically realisable in the short term this year. Its recommendations on the reform of global governance systems, in particular, will still remain relevant after the 2005 summits.=
Background
In the last ten years, the concept of global governance that has increasingly prevailed in international political discourse has emphasised the significance of network structures involving state and private sector actors within international politics. Within this new paradigm, the future of international co-operation beyond traditional nation-state multilateralism is seen to be in publicprivate 'partnerships', or 'Global Public Policy Networks' involving various interest groups (the so-called 'stakeholders'). This approach, which is in fact dubbed a "multi-stakeholder approach", is based on the premise that governments cannot overcome growing global economic, social and ecological problems alone but are dependent on the co-operation of the private sector and of civil society.
The Helsinki process is based on this multistakeholder approach. It was initiated in 2002 by the Finnish and Tanzanian governments. Their collaboration was inspired by the World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalisation, which had been set up in the same year by the ILO and which was co-chaired by the Presidents of Finland and Tanzania respectively.
The goal of this Helsinki Process was to bring together representatives from governments, civil society and business, in order to develop feasible, practical and strategic policy responses to the deficits of global governance. The 2000 Millennium Declaration of the United Nations formed its starting point.
The Finnish and Tanzanian governments' pursuit of alternative ways of solving global problems was motivated by the delay in realising the Millennium Summit declarations and by the repeated failures in negotiations on environment, development and trade policies at intergovernmental level. They deliberately invited representatives from civil society groups with controversial positions, to try and bridge oppositions and seek common ground through dialogue with each other. The reports of the three Tracks formed the basis for part of the content of the Helsinki Report. In January 2005 these three reports were presented to the public simultaneously at the World Social Forum in Porto Allegre and at the World Economic Forum in Davos, this also being a symbolic attempt of the Finnish and Tanzanian governments to use the Helsinki Process to build a bridge between contradictory political discourses and actors.
Key Findings of the Report
The Helsinki Report is made up of 3 parts: first, a three-page declaration of the Helsinki Group; second, a list of political recommendations; and third, a 'Secretariat Backgrounder'. Added to this are the 30-50 pages of the detailed reports and recommendations of the three Tracks. The core of the Group Report is formed by the recommendations, which are divided into five 'baskets':
• Poverty and Development
• Human Rights
• Environment
• Peace and Security
• Governance
In this sense the report largely follows the structure of current debate at UN level, reflected for example in Kofi Annan's March 2005 Reform Report and in the Draft Outcome Document of the Millennium+5 summit. The one difference is that, contrary to the UN documents, in the Helsinki Report a whole chapter is set aside for the subject 'Environment'.
The Helsinki Report and the reports of the three expert panels contain numerous recommendations on the first four 'thematic baskets'. However, the reports for the most part do not present new initiatives, instead listing mainly suggestions already circulating in international discussion of the realisation of the MDGs and of ways to tackle threats to human security. These include the elimination of agricultural subsidies, further debt-relief, the doubling of ODA, the introduction of new development financing instruments, for example international taxes, and the fight against corruption. However, the suggestions most central to the report are those on the reform of global governance structures.
The Helsinki Group identifies a massive governance deficit in many areas of global politics, both in terms of accountability and policy coherency of governments and international organisations, and also in terms of the equal treatment of states and democratic participation in global decision-making processes. The Group thus supports proposals to create a new G20 2 , of Heads of State and Government, in which representation of the largest industrial countries is balanced with representation of countries from the global south. The G20 would supplement or even fully replace the current G7/8. The Helsinki Process is in fact taking up an idea put into circulation a few years ago by the Canadian Prime Minister Paul Martin. Martin now refers to the 'L20' (Leaders 20) to distinguish the new group clearly from the existing G20 of Finance Ministers and Reserve Bank Directors, and to indicate that the new group should be established at the highest political level. 
=
The G20's legitimacy to act as 'collective stewards' of the world economy would depend very much on the way in which its membership was decided and on how this body was integrated into the United Nations system. In this context, the Track 1 Report mentions the possibility of rotating membership and of the participation of individual countries who in turn represent a group of countries. The report also suggests that in addition to the annual summits of Heads of State and Government in the G20, there should also be regular meetings of various groups of ministers (for example ministers for Trade, Finance of Environment). This would make clarification of the relationship between the G20 and the UN even more necessary, to avoid the risk that the G20 establishes an exclusive parallel system to the United Nations, heightening rather than tackling the current global governance deficits in equal treatment, accountability and participation of civil society. The Track 1 Report suggests a closer engagement with these and other unanswered questions as the Helsinki Process continues.
The Helsinki Group emphasises that the G20 suggestion only represents one element of necessary reforms to the global governance system. Beyond it, the report also supports the ILO World Commission's suggestion, which addresses the social dimension of Globalisation, of setting up a 'Globalisation Policy Forum'. This would continuously and transparently coordinate the work of the UN, the Bretton Woods Institutions (BWI) and the WTO. It does however remain unclear what relationship this Forum would bear to the suggested G20 or to the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations (ECOSOC). In fact, ECOSOC itself is already supposed to perform precisely this function of coordinator and forum. Finally, the Helsinki Group affirms the necessity of strengthening international co-operation in the areas of social policy, ecology and human rights. In this context the group adds its voice to the call for a new Human Rights Council and a World Environmental Organisation.
However, the main interest of the Helsinki Group's report does not lie primarily in its catalogue of recommendations on tackling all manner of global problems. The group itself makes clear that there is a lack not so much of suggested solutions, but of the necessary political mechanisms and will to translate these suggestions into reality.
In fact the most remarkable aspect of the report is the unanimity with which the 22 members of the Helsinki Group, as representatives of a broad political spectrum, encourage 'new coalitions' of state and non-state actors in order to solve global problems, thereby rejecting traditional Nation State multilateralism. At the core of the group's declaration is the proposal to form networks connecting governments and other players, which could mobilise the political will necessary to propel the global reform agenda. The Helsinki Process could, in its own view, provide the framework for such a network.
Concretely, the group suggests setting up a series of Round Tables on the most 6 That all the other members of the Helsinki Group have evidently adopted his thinking is a clear indication of the breadth of support the multi-stakeholder approach currently enjoys in international political discourse. All the more important is a more intensive engagement outside academic circles with the legitimacy and effectiveness of this 'avant-garde' model of global governance.
Conclusions
For Susan George, herself a member of the Helsinki Group, the significance of the Helsinki Process lies less in the reports it has brought out so far than in the concept on which the Process is built. Rather than referring to the 'multistakeholder approach', she talks about the concept of 'variable geometry' in the solution of complex global problems. 
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